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November 1, 2005 2:18 PM

Senator Olympia Snowe

U.5. Senate

154 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Snowe:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the
unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basgis. People who use more pay more intc the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumezrs, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along"” these fees
to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly.
If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's
recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and
without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. Irequest you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Blair Cummings

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Michael MacFarland Hyy

6 Sylvester Avenue |, Chodsea, ME 04330-1039

November 1, 2005 1:48 PM

Representative Te'.n Allen

U.S. House of Representatives

1127 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Allen:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael MacFarland

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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I'oe wolf
1613 Hawthorne Dr. #8 , Mayfield Heights, OH 44124-3094

November 1, 2005 12:53 PM

Senator Mike DeWine

U.S. Senate

140 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator DeWine:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. It addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to 2 numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, - | . |

joe wolf

cc!

The Federal Communications Commission:
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Lonnie Cox

2529 N Parsons Avenue 613 West Main Street, Merced, CA 95340

November 1, 2005 1:47PM

Representative Dennis Cardoza
U.S. House of Representatives

435 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Cardoza:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how 2 flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Lonnie Cox

cC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Shardon Crider FCC- MAELROOM
2132 Orville Ave. , Granite City, IL 62040 -~

November 1, 2005 1:3% PM

Senator Dick Durbin

.S, Senate

332 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Durbin:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am & member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Shardon Crider

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Gregory Stafford FCC - MAILROOM

196 Woiverine Way , Scotts Valley, CA 95066

November 1, 2005 1:32PM

Senator Dianne Feinstein

U.S. Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Feinstein:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (IUSF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system 1o z flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Gregory Stafford

ce: .
The Federal Communications Commission
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Keith Folk
2222 Red Hawk Drive , Plainfield, IL 60586

November 1, 2005 1:40 PM

Senator Dick Durbin
U.S. Senate

332 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Durbin;

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes 2 month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletiers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Xeith Folk + &

el R - . : ) _
The Federal Comrunications Commission Lo - .
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Daniel Vallero I FCC - MAILROOM

12101 West Kirk Lane , Tucson, AZ 85743-7989

November 1, 2005 12:43 PM

Senator Jon Kyl
U.S. Senate

730 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kyl:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flai fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthty
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Daniel Vallero

cc!
The Federal Communications Commission
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Carl Unﬁer FCC - MAILROOM
460 Bay Avenue , Patchogue, NY 11772

November 1, 2005 1:40 PM

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Czirl-Un_géf P

A RPN .
The Federal Communications Commission .




Box 869, Shady Cove, OR 97539

November 1, 2005 1:.39 PM

Representative Greg Walden

U.S. House of Representatives

1210 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Walden:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely, .

A.]. Hazle. -

cc: : - S N
The Fecleral Commumoatlons Comm:sswn Sy
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Lourdes Cockerham

73 Midiand Drive Newark Oaks, Newark, DE 19713

November 1, 2005 12:58 PM

Representative Mike Castle

U.S, House of Representatives

1233 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645

Dear Representative Castle:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost.more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. -
Sincerely, -
Lourdes Cockerham

.ce oo PR
The Federal Communications Commission,
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Mark Robinson
7900 Goforth Rd. , Dallas, TX 75238 ' ! : :

November 1, 2005 12:50 PM

Senator John Cornyn

U.S. Senate

517 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Cornyn:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable moenthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Smcerely,

Mark R@bmson

cer - : ST
The: Federal Comumcauons Comnusswn




RONALD DUMAY
3006 ANDOVER COURT , MOUNT DORA, FL 32757

November 1, 2005 1:11 PM

Senator Pat Roberts

U.S. Senate

109 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Roberts:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.
Tt . ST P S N . o : P .
I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency. .

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hzaring about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, -

RONALD DUMAY
cor — C o
The Federal Communicaticns Commeission - ..,
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Ruth Beisel

292 Northpointe Dr. NE #312 , Cedar Rapids, 1A 12402-6215

November 1, 2005 12:56 PM

Senator Chuck Grassley

U.S. Senate

135 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Grassley:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC} position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. Tr. addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I arn a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, - s - .

Ruth Beisel .. . . -
The Federal Communications. Commission: i~ o <@ 270 o 55 Do e
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Charles Fo
2468 Livingston Rd , Roanoke, VA 24015-4137
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November 1, 2005 1:21 PM

Senator George Allen

U.S. Senate

204 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 23510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Allen:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. - In 2ddition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will contiriue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank ybﬁ for ydur continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Y Coa e
IR S

Sincerely, ' o ;

Charles Fqgus - C e e eeaE
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Jeffrey Clough

13425 Whitewater Dr. , Poway, CA 92064 - MAILROOM

November 1, 2005 1;08 PM

Senator Dianne Feinstein

U.S. Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Buiiding
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Feinstein:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (UUSF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use mote pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A fiat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessery. In additior. it would have a highly detrimental effect on smail businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would iike ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely, c S T e i i e gt
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Ronald Gaudet ! FCC- MAiLROOM
272 Pear! St. #3, Gardner, MA (01440

November 1, 2005 1:14 PM

Senator Edward Kennedy
U.S. Senate

315 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kennedy:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (1JSF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.,

As you know, USF is currently collecied on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law dees not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

'

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Ronald Gaudet .

ce. - .
The Federal Communications Commigsion
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108 Main St , Deer Lodge, MT 59722-1052

November I, 2005 2:19 PM

Senator Conrad Burns

U.S. Senate

187 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Dacket 96-45

Dear Senator Burns:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the
urtfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Cons.ituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addmon it would have a hlghly
detrimental effect on small businesses 1!l across America. - '

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to daie information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While I am aware that f2deral law does rot requirc companies to rescves, or "pass along” these fees
to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ wouid like ensure I am charged fairly.
If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's
recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and
without legislation.

Lwill continue to-monitor developittents on the issue-and continue 10 spreadthe wordtomy ' ¢ °
community. ¥Frequest you pass along iy cofiéerns i6'the FCC én my behalf lettmg them know how a
flat fee tax couId dxspmporimnatéIy affect thosé m your cunstxmehty SR
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James Schaad

1207 Comanche Trail , Alamogordo, NM 88310-4010

November 1, 2005 1:11 PM

Senator Pete Domenici

U.S. Senate

328 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Domenici:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Jémt;s Schaad

ccl oL - . - :
The Federal Communications Commission =~~~ ' Coe
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Dale kaufmann

10192 arrow road , Tremont, IL 61568

November 1, 2005 1:19 PM

Senator Dick Durbin

U.S. Senate

332 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Durbin;

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Cealition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, inchuding links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank vou for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Dale kaufmann

ce!
The Federal Communications Comimission
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November 1, 2005 3:33 PM

Eric Sweeney

2133 8. Orchard Rd. , Vineland, NJ 08360

Senator Jon Corzine
U.S. Senate

502 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Corzine:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-velume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical
and unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is
that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and withour legistation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Eric Sweeney

cC
The Federal Communications Commission




HECEM&JNSPECED
T P, JAN 9 0 2006

Yr )
Charles Foﬁus /Gjlif,"'- !
2468 Livingston Rd , Roanoke, VA 24015-4137

———y

November 1, 2005 1:21 PM

Senator John Warner

U.S. Senate

225 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Warner:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Charles Fogus

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 1:45PM

Senator Richard Burr

U.S. Senate

217 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Burr:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, inchiding me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

DAVID JAMES

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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460 Bay Avenue , Patchogue, NY 11772

November 1, 2005 1:40 PM

Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long

distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for deing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Carl Unger

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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January 10, 2006 09:40 PM

The Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. [ am one
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan.
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular
phones or make few long distance calls.

1 support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high-
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.

Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Sincerely, i % e
Mary Hansen

CCl

Senator Herb Kohl
Senator Russell Feingold
Representative Paul Ryan




